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*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the Eastern District of California

William B. Shubb, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted March 18, 2008 **  

Before: CANBY, T.G. NELSON, and BEA, Circuit Judges.

  George Spittal appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing his

42 U.S.C § 1983 action.  We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We

FILED
MAR 26 2008

MOLLY DWYER, ACTING CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS



07-15129

  /Research 2

review for an abuse of discretion, United States v. Warren, 601 F.2d 471, 474 (9th

Cir. 1979), and we affirm.

Construing Spittal’s brief liberally to constitute a challenge to the district

court’s grounds for dismissal, we nevertheless conclude that the district court did

not abuse its discretion by dismissing Spittal’s action because he failed to oppose

the motion to dismiss.

AFFIRMED.


